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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

When Carr-Lowrey Glass Company received the opinion from Dr.
Neal Aronson that Loretta Fryson, one of Carr-Lowrey's employees,
would not be able to return to her job as a selector-packer because of
aback condition, Carr-Lowrey removed her from the payroll. On
behalf of Fryson, her union unsuccessfully prosecuted her request to
have her assigned to light duty through four steps of a five-step griev-
ance procedure. Ultimately, however, the union withdrew the griev-
ance. Fryson thereafter sued both her employer and her union under
8 301 of the Labor Management Relations Act, 29 U.S.C. § 185,
alleging that her employer breached the collective bargaining agree-
ment and that the union breached its duty of fair representation in its
treatment of her grievance. The district court entered summary judg-
ment for the defendants, finding that Fryson had not presented evi-
dence from which a factfinder could conclude that either the employer
or the union violated its duties. "To prevail against either the com-
pany or the Union, . . . [Fryson] must not only show that [her] dis-
charge was contrary to the contract but must also carry the burden of
demonstrating breach of duty by the Union." DelCostello v. Interna-
tional Brotherhood of Teamsters, 462 U.S. 151, 165 (1983) (quoting
United Parcel Service, Inc. v. Mitchell, 451 U.S. 56, 66-67 (1981)).

Having considered the record and the arguments of counsdl,
advanced both in their briefs and at oral argument, we affirm for the
reasons given by the district court in its thorough opinion. Fryson v.
Carr-Lowrey Glass Company, et a., Civil Action No. HAR 94-1561
(D. Md., Apr. 25, 1995).

AFFIRMED



